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First Species, Figures 2-4; 
Second Species, Figure 5; 
Third Species, Figure 6; 
Fourth Species, Figure 7; 
Fifth Species, Figure 8. 

It is the Examiner's position that the inventions Usted as Species 1-5 are distinct from 



each other. 

In response to the Examiner's requirement for restriction, Applicant provisionally elects 
to prosecute the subject matter of Species 4, Figure 7, Claims 1-4, 21-24, 30 and 32. However, 
Applicant reserves the right \mder 35 U.S.C. § 121 to file one or more divisional applications directed to 
the non-elected claims in this application. Furthermore, Claim 1 is generic with respect to Species 2, 4, 
and 5, as the claim recites, inter alia, a circuit comprising a two-pulse generator. The limitation is 
disclosed by Figures 5, 7, and 8. Similarly, Claim 21, which is the test board that corresponds to the 
circuit of claim 1, appears to be generic to Species 2, 4 and 5. Claim 22 is also generic with respect to 
Species 2, 4 and 5. 



In view of the foregoing, an examination on the merits of the elected claims, at an early 
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date, is eamestly solicited. 



Respectfully submitted, 




Paul J . ^satto, Jr. 
RegistoationNo. 30,749 
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